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Purpose – In the context of global knowledge economy, knowledge-based urban 
development (KBUD) is seen as an effective development strategy for city-regions to 
survive, flourish and become highly competitive urban agglomerations – i.e., a 
knowledge city-region. This paper aims to evaluate the KBUD dynamics, capacity and 
potentials of a rapidly emerging knowledge city-region of Finland – Tampere region. 
Design/methodology/approach – The paper undertakes a review of the literature on 
regional development in the knowledge economy era. It adopts a qualitative analysis 
technique to scrutinize the dynamics, capacity and potentials of Tampere region. The 
semi-structured interview process starts with the pre-determined key actors of the city-
region with an aim of determining the other key players. Next, with the participation 
of all key players to the interviews, the research reveals the principal issues, assets and 
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Structured Abstract  
Purpose – In the context of global knowledge economy, knowledge-based urban 
development (KBUD) is seen as an effective development strategy for city-regions to 
survive, flourish and become highly competitive urban agglomerations – i.e., a knowledge 
city-region. This paper aims to evaluate the KBUD dynamics, capacity and potentials of a 
rapidly emerging knowledge city-region of Finland – Tampere region. 
Design/methodology/approach – The paper undertakes a review of the literature on 
regional development in the knowledge economy era. It adopts a qualitative analysis 
technique to scrutinize the dynamics, capacity and potentials of Tampere region. The 
semi-structured interview process starts with the pre-determined key actors of the city-
region with an aim of determining the other key players. Next, with the participation of all 
key players to the interviews, the research reveals the principal issues, assets and 
mechanisms that relate to KBUD, and portrays the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities 
and threats of the city-region. A critical analysis of the findings along with the previous 
studies is undertaken to provide a clear picture of the dynamics, capacity and potentials of 
the emerging knowledge city-region. 
Originality/value – This paper reports the findings of a pioneering study focusing on the 
investigation of the KBUD dynamics, capacity and potentials of Tampere region. The 
paper critically evaluates the city-region from the knowledge perspective with the lens of 
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KBUD, and the lessons learned and the methodological approach of the paper shed light 
to other city-regions seeking such development.  
Practical implications – The paper discusses the findings of a study from Tampere 
region that critically scrutinizes the KBUD experience of the city-region. The research 
provides an invaluable opportunity to inform the regional decision-, policy- and plan-
making mechanisms by determining key issues, actors, assets, processes and potential 
development directions for the KBUD of Tampere region. 
 
Keywords – Knowledge-based urban development, knowledge city-region, knowledge 
assets, regional development, Tampere region 
Paper type – Academic Research Paper 
1 Introduction 
Throughout the history, knowledge has always been a vital resource for creating and 
sustaining a strong economy and society (van Doren, 1992). In the era of knowledge 
economy, knowledge is accorded a pivotal role, not only in economic and societal growth 
(Raspe & Oort, 2006), but also in institutional and environmental development 
(Yigitcanlar, 2011), mainly as an inevitable result of globalization and glocalization (i.e., 
global-local nexus). Cities and their regions in the course of history served the role of 
centers of knowledge. Today, in the knowledge economy era, not much different than the 
past, city-regions (i.e., an urban conurbation with multiple administrative districts sharing 
resources, like central business district, labor market and transport network, such that it 
functions as a single unit) are positioned as critical places, where the challenges of 
knowledge-based growth in the 21st century are being met (May & Perry, 2011).  
Knowledge-based urban development (KBUD) paradigm suggests that the economic 
future of city-regions increasingly depends on the capacity to attract, generate, retain and 
foster creativity, knowledge and innovation (Zhao, 2010). Although transformation of 
knowledge resources into local development is widely accepted as an essential way to 
provide a basis for sustainable development of our city-regions (Knight, 2008), a generic 
recipe on how to achieve such development is still yet to be configured. Essentially what 
make such a generic recipe hard to be set are the key characteristics and circumstances of 
every city-region being different from the next. This brings the importance of considering 
unique identity differences of city-regions when it comes to planning their KBUD. 
Keeping the uniqueness of every city-region in mind, this paper focuses on KBUD 
opportunities and challenges of the second largest Finnish city-region (after Helsinki 
Region or Uusimaa), Tampere region (a.k.a. Pirkanmaa). Tampere region represents a 
typical Nordic country city-region with high-quality education and skill development 
systems, high-intensity of knowledge generation activities and established welfare 
societies.  
Tampere, presently, is a growing and prosperous region that is rapidly emerging as a 
knowledge city-region. During past two decades it has transformed from an industrial 
region to a region of concentrated knowledge and supporting services. The region is 
known for its high-tech machinery industry and, in particular, information and 
communication technology (ICT) sector. Regional development in Tampere has been 
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guided and supported with consecutive innovation programs on creative industries, ICTs 
(especially human-centered technologies), and tertiary education (strategically 
customized education) (Regional Strategy Group, 2010). In addition, novel innovation 
platforms (e.g., the New Factory, which is an open, agile and community-based 
innovation centre) have been launched. 
Despite the city-region’s success so far, there is a need to pursue development 
forward in order to get prepared for the challenges ahead (e.g., increasingly ageing 
population of the city-region, ever-toughening global competition and global financial 
crises). The regional planning ideology at Tampere region has so far relied on traditional 
regional development and innovation policy thinking. Clearly, it has been quite successful 
so far. However, it seems that in the present knowledge-based environment, the fresh 
KBUD approach provides a new insight on how to sustain the city-region’s rather rapid 
growth and development paths. 
This paper, therefore, puts Tampere region under the microscope and conducts an 
analysis from the knowledge perspective. The purpose of this analysis is to identify the 
city-region’s (knowledge-based) strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. In order 
to achieve this, the research reported in this paper undertakes a thorough review of the 
literature on regional development in the knowledge economy era. This is followed by an 
empirical study employing a KBUD-based analysis to identify the present regional 
knowledge assets and activities at Tampere region and to evaluate their status in relation 
to the key objectives and challenges of the city-region. Datasets are collected via 
interviewing key stakeholders of the city-region. In addition, workshops and discussion 
session are organized to identify key actors and fundamental development activities, 
platforms and mechanisms within the city-region. 
This paper aims to make the following contributions to the expanding KBUD 
literature. Firstly, the study presents the empirical findings of a KBUD analysis of 
Tampere Region, providing a new and unique context and setting a backdrop for the 
academic discussion. Secondly, these findings are critically evaluated in the light of the 
significant prior works on regional innovation research (both theoretical and empirical). 
This highlights the overlapping areas as well as the new contributions of the KBUD 
approach. Third, the documented empirical investigation methodology provides insightful 
lessons learned that are useful not only for the regional administrators of Tampere region 
but also for others aspiring a KBUD for their city-regions. 
2 Theoretical background 
2.1 Regional development in the context of knowledge economy 
The increasing interconnectedness of the world economy, as part of the on-going 
process of globalization, heavily depends on knowledge (e.g., in the form of technology) 
that has become, in itself, key to economic success and regional growth. Such knowledge 
imposes a sort of globalization imperative on the place of its adoption, an almost 
irresistible drive to be part of international growth (Arogyaswamy & Koziol, 2005). Since 
1980s, knowledge economy, globalization (and then glocalization) and international 
competitive pressures have increased the importance of knowledge generation (e.g., in the 
form of creativity and innovation) in regional economies (Ritsila, 1999). Simultaneously, 
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knowledge economy has also increased the distinct regional differences arising from 
regional capabilities and knowledge milieu (Hu et al., 2005). 
Pressures and new developments in the knowledge economy era have prompted city-
regions to focus their competitive strategies on improving their knowledge base (e.g., 
innovation capabilities). This shift has increased the value of knowledge-based activities 
in such economies (Hu et al., 2005). Knowledge-based production, however, generally 
clusters in areas with a rich base of scientific (and also cultural) knowledge related to 
specific industries (Baptista, 1996). This spatial imperative has tended to polarize such 
high growth activity in a limited number of city-regions of the world, housing rich 
clusters of knowledge industries and workers (Audretsch, 1998). Buckley and Mini 
(2000) see the main reason for the limited examples of such successful city-regions (i.e., 
knowledge city-regions) as either the lack or failure of regional strategies aim for the 
formation of conditions for city-regions’ knowledge economy excellence that result from 
the effective investment in people and ideas that create an environment where knowledge 
is produced, exchanged and marketed. 
The knowledge economy era created a new context for city-regions that a new 
perspective for regional planning and development is required for their succesful survival. 
To date, the structuring of most of the city-regions has proceeded organically, in essence, 
as a dependent and derivative effect of global market forces. In many parts of the world, 
traditional regional planning approach (i.e., normative planning) has responded slowly, 
ineffectively or sometimes not at all to the challenges and opportunities of the global 
knowledge city-region (Yigitcanlar, 2009). As argued by Knight (1995) a new regional 
planning and development approach (i.e., affirmative planning) is needed to realize the 
full potentials of city-regions’ knowledge resources by creating conditions conductive to 
their development and ensuring they are securely anchored. Hence, the new affirmative 
planning approach is to be “more intentional, less accidental and less determined by 
external forces, more wilful, being shaped more by endogenous processes of a regional 
and more long-term nature” (Knight, 1995, p.227).  
Nevertheless, over a decade into the new century – that is referred as the century of 
cities – the economic success of the knowledge-intensive economic development policies 
in a number of city-regions have led regional planners to think of whether similar policies 
could be applicable for the knowledge-based development of city-regions. Consequently, 
in recent years, regional planning has consolidated its interest in a new paradigm of post-
modern social production of city-regions under the rubric of KBUD.  
2.2 Knowledge-based urban development  
The term KBUD first coined by Knight (1995) and defined as “the transformation of 
knowledge resources into local development [which] could provide a basis for sustainable 
development” (pp.225-226). Then a decade after Knight (2008) referred KBUD as “a 
process in which citizens collectively shape the development of their city by enhancing 
cultures producing knowledge in the city” (p.xii). Yigitcanlar (2011) revisited these broad 
definitions and re-described KBUD as “the new development paradigm of the knowledge 
[economy] era that aims to bring economic prosperity, environmental sustainability, a just 
socio-spatial order and good governance to cities” (p.354). He also stated that KBUD is a 
systematic way of producing a knowledge city-region that is “purposefully designed to 
encourage the production and circulation of knowledge in an environmentally conserved, 
economically secure, socially just and well-governed human setting” (p.354). This new 
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KBUD perspective brought a particular emphasis on balancing all development domains 
of KBUD (i.e., economic, socio-cultural, enviro-urban, and institutional). Figure 1 
illustrates the conceptual framework of KBUD.  
 
Figure 1. The conceptual framework of KBUD (derived from Yigitcanlar, 2012) 
Economic development domain of KBUD constructs its conceptual foundations based 
on the New Growth (Romer, 1986) and Endogenous Growth theories (Aghion & Howitt, 
1998). Knowledge-based economic development is a perspective mainly places 
endogenous knowledge assets in the hearth of economic activities. In this model, 
knowledge is seen as a locally embedded strategic and vital resource rather than 
exogenous, imported and supplementary (Lever, 2002; Nguyen, 2010). It aims to build a 
city-region with economic prosperity achieved through strong fundamental economic and 
knowledge economy foundations.  
Socio-cultural development domain of KBUD builds its conceptual foundations based 
on the Human Capital (Becker, 1964), Social Capital (Salisbury, 1969) and Creative Class 
theories (Florida, 2005). Knowledge-based socio-cultural development is a perspective 
increases skills and knowledge of residents as a mean for individual and communal 
development and societal high-level of achievements (Frane et al., 2005; Gonzalez et. al., 
2005). It aims to build a city-region with a just socio-spatial order achieved through 
human and social capitals, cultural diversity and independency. 
Enviro-urban development domain of KBUD constructs its conceptual foundations 
based on the Sustainable Urban Development (UN, 1987) and Relational theories 
(Graham & Healey, 1999). Knowledge-based enviro-urban (environmental and urban) 
development is a perspective promotes conservation, development and integration of both 
natural and built environments in the light of sustainable development and quality of life 
and place principles (Yigitcanlar, 2010). Enviro-urban development perspective of KBUD 
aims to build a strong spatial network relationship between urban development and 
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knowledge clusters while driving an urban and environmental development that is 
ecologically friendly, high quality, unique and sustainable.  
Institutional development domain of KBUD builds its conceptual foundations based 
on the Governance (Stoker, 1998), Actor Network (Callon, 1991) and Strategic Planning 
theories (Faludi, 1986). Knowledge-based institutional development is an organizational 
perspective to orchestrate the development by bringing together actors, stakeholders (that 
play active roles) and sources to prepare a civic vision, plan strategically, and organize 
and facilitate necessary knowledge-intensive bases and activities (Yigitcanlar, 2010). It 
aims to build a good governed city-region that democratize and humanize knowledge and 
institutionalize interdisciplinary collective learning processes and knowledge-based 
organizations (Knight, 2008) by effective governance and strategic planning, institutional 
leadership and community support. 
Aforementioned four development domains establish the KBUD pillars – i.e., 
economy, society, environment, and government (Figure 1). Along with these four pillars, 
their development processes, their balance and integration with each other, and the 
knowledge-based view (Grant, 1996) together with organizational and sustainability 
capacities (van Winden et al., 2007) are also central for successful KBUD of city-regions.  
2.3 Regional knowledge assets as drivers of knowledge-based development 
A fundamental premise of the KBUD approach is the role of knowledge as the driver 
of regional development. However, it remains unclear as regards to which type of 
knowledge is particularly valuable or where this knowledge might be located and who 
play the critical role in managing and manipulating such knowledge. In order to fill this 
gap we undertook an in-depth review of the regional knowledge assets (sometimes 
referred to as regional intellectual capital) literature.  
Firstly, we looked at the research stream of regional knowledge assets from a 
chronological perspective as it has its roots in managerial, company-level literature. At 
firm level, the concept of knowledge assets refers to the non-physical and immaterial 
value drivers – i.e., the sources for wealth creation (Schiuma et al., 2007). Commonly, 
knowledge assets are defined through three subgroups: human assets (consisting of, e.g., 
skills and personal networks of individual employees); structural assets (consisting of, 
e.g., company culture, information stored in databases and patents), and; relational asset 
(consisting of, e.g., company image and relationships with stakeholders) (Seetharaman et 
al., 2002). These factors are considered important for companies in achieving their 
business objectives in the modern knowledge-intensive business environment. 
During recent years the discussion on knowledge assets has gained popularity beyond 
the firm level – i.e., at the level of regions and nations (Bontis, 2004; Lin & Edvinsson, 
2008; Schiuma et al., 2008; Ståhle & Bonfour, 2008; Stam & Andriessen, 2009). 
Regional knowledge assets can be defined as the common knowledge capabilities of 
regional stakeholders to implement strategies that aim at long-term sustainable 
development (Kozak, 2011). This definition almost fully overlaps with the KBUD’s 
perspective for a region. Furthermore, adapting the originally national-level definition by 
Bontis (2004) to city-regions, regional knowledge assets can be characterized as the 
hidden values of individuals, enterprises, institutions and communities that are the current 
and future sources of wealth creation. While in companies wealth creation ultimately 
refers to financial results at regional level the concept of wealth is multifaceted including 
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social and environmental wellbeing as well – similar to the KBUD approach (Käpylä et 
al., 2012). 
Regional knowledge assets are located in the private sector (i.e., the business sector of 
companies), the public sector, the third sector (i.e., the civic society) and the fourth sector 
(i.e., family, relatives and friends) (Käpylä, 2012). Similarly to the firm level, regional 
knowledge assets can be identified through subgroups of knowledge assets. For example, 
regional human assets include the formal education level of individuals within the region, 
their values and attitudes as well as the skills and knowledge they possess. Regional 
structural assets refer to issues such as the R&D and innovation system, governance and 
administrative processes as well as information and knowledge infrastructure (e.g., the 
quality of ICT available) in the region. Region’s relational assets include the region’s 
image (e.g., region’s attractiveness for people to live in or companies to be located in) as 
well as the formal and informal networks between people and between organizations. 
Regional social assets refer to social networks, norms and trust that enhance the social 
interaction between actors.  
Regional knowledge assets are not universal but instead context-specific and 
considered unique characteristics of a place and/or culture (Käpylä, 2012). These assets’ 
existence or significance depends on whether a certain knowledge-related factor is 
regarded as important or not from the perspective of regional vision and objectives). 
Figure 2 illustrates the role of regional knowledge assets, which act as the basis of 
regional value creation and are transformed into value through the activities of various 
actors within the region. The literature again provides a strong connection and parallels 
among KBUD, regional development and regional knowledge assets (or as 
interchangeably used ‘regional intellectual capital’).  
 
 
Figure 2. Regional knowledge assets and their role in regional development 
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Secondly, we looked at the regional knowledge assets from a combined literature 
perspective of KBUD, regional development and regional knowledge assets. The review 
has pointed out a useful model called The 6K1C Framework (Figure 3). The model brings 
together a KBUD checklist along with strategic planning and asset management processes 
in order to plan, harness and manage knowledge assets of city-regions for their successful 
knowledge city-region transformation. According to Velibeyoglu and Yigitcanlar (2010), 
“The 6K1C Framework is a simple but effective planning tool that is essential for city-
regions coping with the challenges and [the] new ambitious goals of the knowledge-based 
economy” (p.356).  
 
Figure 3. The 6K1C Model (derived from Velibeyoglu & Yigitcanlar 2010) 
 
Lastly, the literature findings reveal that regional development in the context of 
knowledge economy era requires a new development perspective and rapidly merging 
KBUD and regional knowledge assets models (e.g., The 6K1C Framework) are few the 
standing out potential frameworks to provide such fresh perspective. 
3 Tampere region as a knowledge city-region 
Tampere region – situated in the Southern Finland – is a political-administrative unit 
at sub-national level consisting of 22 municipalities of which 11 are cities. Close to half a 
million inhabitants live in Tampere region. The undisputed center of the region, the city 
of Tampere, is Finland’s third largest city (after Helsinki and Espoo) as well as the largest 
inland city in the Nordic countries with over 213,000 inhabitants. Tampere has an 
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attractive image among Finns and she was, yet again, regarded as the most desirable place 
to live and study among Finns in the spring of 2012. Tampere region is a heterogeneous 
area comprising countryside and nature along with urban areas. There are two national 
parks and several conservation and recreational areas in the region. Previously called as 
the ‘Manchester of Finland’ – now branded as the ‘Tampere All Bright’ - Tampere region 
represents a remarkable case of a renewal that is turning the former industrial heart of 
Finland into a visible node in global knowledge production (Kautonen et al., 2004).  
From the perspective of the city of Tampere, the region can be divided into three 
areas: Tampere capital region, Tampere central region and Tampere outer region (Figure 
4). For example, some of the regional development activities focus only on Tampere 
central region (including the city of Tampere, the towns of Nokia, Orivesi and Ylöjärvi 
and the municipalities of Kangasala, Lempäälä, Pirkkala and Vesilahti) excluding the 
towns and municipalities that are located more on the periphery of the region. However, 
these periphery municipalities have their own sub-regions (e.g., the Upper Tampere 
region). All in all, the focus and activities of regional development vary considerably in 
these areas. 
 
 
Figure 4. Location of Tampere region (Tredea, 2012) 
 
Finland, as a Nordic welfare state, is characterized with a strong state and strong 
municipalities (i.e., local governance and power). The municipal self-governance 
authorizes the municipalities to collect their taxes and independently make financial 
decisions (and development plans) about their own affairs. As Jan Vapaavuori, Minister 
of Housing, puts forward “Finland is an internationally rare case of a country where [...] 
the municipal governance is much more powerful than elsewhere: the municipalities are 
in charge of providing the basic services and they depend on the local taxes. […] This 
makes the municipality-level extremely important, which in its part is the most noticeable 
barrier to both regional housing policies and the regional competitiveness. We have cities 
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and municipalities competing with each other, and each of these assesses the situation 
more or less from their own perspective” (quoted in Vaattovaara et al., 2010, p.36).  
Regional development plans are prepared and updated/revised regularly, while 
nonetheless directions of these plans only provide guidance to the municipalities of the 
region. This is to say realization of the regional strategy and actions are based on regional 
policy-maker/actor collaboration. Therefore, contrary to the strong national and local 
authorities, at the regional level authorities do not have much power in vision, strategy 
and plan implementation (and also lacks of successfully control and orchestration of the 
development).  
Hence, in regional development, public authorities are increasingly relying on 
different networks and partnerships and complex network-based interaction and 
governance is forming (Airaksinen & Åström, 2009; Fotel & Hanssen, 2009; Sotarauta, 
2010). Sotarauta (2010) argues that policy networks have a crucial role in the promotion 
of regional development in Finland. Kickert et al. (1997) and Sotarauta (2010) argue that 
the dominant mode of action is based on policy networks, which can be defined as more 
or less stable patterns of social relations between interdependent actors, which take shape 
around policy problems and/or policy programs. The regional development is a multi-
agent, multi-objective, multi-vision and pluralistic process in which different actors, e.g., 
from local government, public and semi-public development agencies and research 
institutions, work (Sotarauta, 2010).  
Similarly, in Tampere region the group of regional developers has mixed backgrounds 
and sector representations and people who work for the regional development planning 
are situated in different institutions. In Finland, the municipalities are active in developing 
plans and implementing them by themselves or in cooperation with each other (e.g., 
neighboring municipalities have formed sub-regions such as Tampere central region). The 
Council of Tampere Region, formed and principally funded by 22 member municipalities, 
has the coordination task of regional development (The Council of the Tampere Region, 
2012). The mandate for the Council of the Tampere Region comes from the state and 
municipalities. In Finland, there is no directly elected body on the regional level but the 
municipalities select their representatives to the regional bodies. In addition, there are 
universities, research institutions, technology centers and third sector actors who 
participate in the regional development.  
As said earlier Tampere received the recognition of an industrial city-region 
‘Manchester of the North’ in the 19th and 20th centuries (particularly after the Second 
World War), now in the 21st century aiming for a fully-grown knowledge city-region 
formation. So far much has been achieved in such transformation and the region is surely 
moving towards an international recognition with its proud brand of ‘Tampere All 
Bright’. The research conducted by Kautonen et al. (2004) provides a detailed story of the 
transition of the region from an industrial heartland to a node in global knowledge city-
region. Rather than repeating what has been said, we only highlight several recent key 
initiatives and achievements of the region.  
Probably the most topical one is the establishment of a novel innovation platform so 
called the New Factory, which is an open, agile and community-based innovation centre 
that aims to boost the endogenous knowledge and innovation bases of the region (see 
www.newfactory.fi). Another achievement is the strong triple-helix partnership model 
cooperation among public-private-academia sectors and in some cases giving good 
examples of quadruple-helix approach in knowledge generation with the inclusion of the 
community. In such partnership model, Hermia Science Park is a pioneering example that 
brings Tampere University of Technology and the technology giant Nokia along with the 
government of Tampere City and becomes a home to the region’s largest knowledge hub 
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(see http://www.hermia.fi/in_english). University Properties of Finland Ltd. even takes 
the knowledge generation in a more substantial context by involving not only the 
development of work and education facilities but also creation of a milieu for lifestyles 
(so called knowledge community precincts) by constructing, maintaining, developing and 
leasing premises of accommodation, recreation, and cybering not for exclusively for the 
knowledge workers but also for their families and the extended knowledge community 
(http://www.sykoy.fi/en/home).  
Although the literature points out a strong knowledge base for the region, so far there 
has not been any research in systematically analyzing Tampere region’s KBUD and 
knowledge assets. Thus, solely based on a literature review it is not possible to learn a lot 
from the knowledge-based strengths and weaknesses in order to focus future development 
activities. Thus, there is a need for an empirical investigation as outline in the next 
section. 
4 Empirical study 
4.1 Research design and methodology 
Due to the complexity of the KBUD assessment of a region, we chose to undertake a 
qualitative analysis involving the key regional actors of the development of Tampere 
region. The empirical data was collected through semi-structured face-to-face interviews. 
Altogether 13 key actors of regional development in Tampere region were interviewed. 
The interviews were conducted in the period of February-April 2012. Each interview took 
between 40 to 100 minutes and was undertaken by the authors of this paper. All of the 
interviews were undertaken at the moderation of two interviewers (except one case) 
recorded and transcribed in substance. 
The aim of the interviews was to get a diverse outlook on Tampere region’s 
development practices from the knowledge perspective and to get a preliminary 
understanding of Tampere region’s knowledge assets and related knowledge-based 
development challenges. The interviewees represented different perspectives of 
Tampere’s regional development. Due to the confidentiality issue the names of the 
interviewees cannot be revealed, however, instead their institutional affiliations are 
presented in Figure 5.  
 
Parliament of 
Finland
(1)
REGIONAL LEVELNATIONAL LEVEL CITY LEVEL
Pikassos Ltd. – 
The Centre of 
Excellence on 
Social Welfare (1)
Tampere Region 
Economic 
Development 
Agency Tredea (1)
The Centre for 
Economic 
Development, 
Transport and the 
Environment (1)
The Council of 
Tampere Region 
(4)
The City of 
Tampere (2)
University of 
Tampere (1)
The Town of 
Pirkkala (1)
Hermia – 
Networker and 
accelerator of 
innovation and 
technology (1)
 
Figure 5. The home organisations of the interviewees 
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Initially the potential interviewees were identified based on the discussion with the 
regional developers of the Council of Tampere Region. In addition, with the intention of 
broadening the current focus two of the interviewees were identified based on the 
researchers’ consideration to cover a broader KBUD spectrum. These two ‘outsiders’, 
who were not identified to be at the customary regional development conversation 
networks, were chosen in order to take the cultural and social welfare perspectives better 
into account. The final interviewee pool included two politicians, seven government 
officials and four managers (Figure 5). 
Questions related to the strengths and weaknesses of Tampere region and regional 
knowledge assets were asked to provide information about the knowledge-based 
development opportunities and challenges of the region. In addition, questions related to 
the regional development practices – especially related to knowledge-based development 
and knowledge management – were asked. Several questions directed to explore the level 
and nature of regional collaboration and communication, commitment to regional 
development, knowledge acquisition and sharing, problem-solving methods and conflict 
situations. 
We concede that the perspective provided through these interviews is constricted. 
However, the field of regional development is so wide-ranging that the limited sample 
would inevitably be somehow biased. We claim that the interviewees are key actors in the 
regional development but the sample could be further broadened to include a large 
spectrum of viewpoints. The interview explored the views of key players on the 
economic, socio-cultural and institutional development domains of KBUD. Nevertheless, 
the environmental perspective (i.e., enviro-urban development domain) and the direct 
perspective of the municipalities that lie more on the periphery of Tampere region were 
not directly covered in the interviews. However, the perspective of the peripheral 
municipalities is indirectly presented in the views of the Council of Tampere Region, the 
Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment, Pikassos Ltd. Co. 
and the Parliament of Finland (Figure 4). The Tampere Region Economic Development 
Agency (Tredea) only represents Tampere central region.  
We are fully aware of the limitations of this research and its methodology – e.g., 
relatively limited representation of KBUD players of the region, exclusion of the enviro-
urban development domain of KBUD in the interview and analysis, and so on. However, 
it should be noted that this is a preliminary study of a two years project (a pioneering 
study on the KBUD evaluation of Tampere region) and our future research will provide a 
more comprehensive and reliable results for the region.  
5 Results 
The results from the interviews were – even to our surprise – rather consistent; the 
opinions of the regional actors appear to be in line with each other. Of course, different 
points of view are shown and others put more emphasis on other aspects, but there seems 
to be a consensus as to the means of desirable regional development as well as the 
strengths and weaknesses of Tampere region from the perspective of knowledge-based 
development. In Figure 6 the overview of the results is shown. Various regional actors 
(who the interviewees represent) are key players in knowledge-based development, 
because they act as facilitators of the value-creation processes from regional knowledge 
assets to societal value. The enabling and improvable issues concern the activities by 
regional actors. 
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Figure 6. Overview of the results 
 
It became evident in the interviews that the knowledge assets are the main strength of 
the region for its KBUD. There is a multitude of knowledge assets in the region. The 
concept of regional knowledge assets was often understood as sources of information in 
the region, which was regarded to be in very good condition: huge number of sources of 
information was available. Weaknesses related to the knowledge base itself were not 
really identified. However, the ability to keep touch on significant international 
knowledge flows and uncertainty about the future were identified as challenges related to 
the development of regional knowledge assets. International contacts were also brought 
out as an asset but then again internationality (getting rid of the parochial attitude of 
managing on its own) was among the improvable issues. It became also evident in the 
interviews that the knowledge assets are strongly related to the other more tangible assets 
of the region, e.g., good location, good connections (by train/bus/air), nature and ‘right’ 
size (not too big, not too small) of the region.  
All the interviewees stressed the high importance of dialogue, communication and 
knowledge sharing for a successful regional development that is aligned with KBUD 
principles, but also saw shortcomings in that regard. Much knowledge management and 
communications related challenges were identified, such as the need to improve 
awareness of what other people in other institutions do and the need to overcome the 
tradition on sitting on the knowledge (rather than making available for other actors and/or 
stakeholders). The need for opening up the reasoning was brought out (as expected). A 
tendency to sticking to one’s own beliefs could be overcome by sharing knowledge and 
improving the ways to truly listen and be exposed to others. Leaping to conclusions on 
flimsy grounds might occur when people are making decisions based on their first 
impressions rather than on careful listening and/or thinking. As a result of the analysis it 
is noted that for increasing collaboration and interaction, there is a growing need to 
unbound established institutional borders. 
The group of regional actors is established and they are consensual and they speak 
more or less a common language, which is good news for the regions KBUD. 
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Interviewees appeared rather like-minded using similar concepts and supporting ideas of 
the same kind. In this spirit of consensus, engaging difference may prove to be difficult. 
Out-of-the-box thinking and questioning ‘the inevitable’ were recognized as challenges. 
Tampere region is known for its capability of coping with structural changes. One 
interviewee expressed concern over this proved renewal capability by wondering is the 
region capable of working together for a common goal and putting this renewal capability 
in action before the time of crisis at hand. 
Regional development practices were also criticized because of their high-level and 
report-like nature (as a problem of bureaucracy and red tapes). More results, more 
effectiveness, less reports and excessive ‘development for development’s sake’ were 
required. Regional development activities could involve more residents and individual 
firms and enable the grass-root level action where the knowledge of every resident would 
be in use.  
Tampere is a multifaceted region and some of the interviewees stated how Tampere 
region is like ‘Finland in miniature’. This diversity may serve as an opportunity or a 
challenge, depending on the ability to find a common state of will in the areas of common 
interest. Some saw lack of a shared state of will and missing strategic regional level 
coordination as problems, which may encourage pursuing narrow objectives at the 
expense of the benefit of the entire region. Some of the interviewees questioned the 
existence of regional development of the entire Tampere region. There is nobody in 
particular taking overall responsibility for the development of the region and the common 
state of will that would need clarification. The field of regional development is highly 
dependent on different actors and their networks, and finding the mutual understanding 
among different interests and institutional background requires a lot of work. Yet, the 
focal challenge culminates with finding mutual understanding. Many of the interviewees 
emphasised the role of motivation, persuasion and negotiation. 
Preconditions for finding mutual understanding look like fine, because good quality – 
open and confidential – relations were identified as the main strength within the network 
of regional developers. The regional actors mainly know each other well, so these existing 
relations form an excellent foundation for cooperation. The atmosphere among regional 
actors appears consensual, dialogic and open. Regional actors are generally well educated 
and come from different backgrounds, providing strong and varied competence for 
regional development. In addition, the attitude of interviewed regional actors implied a 
rather analytic and deliberative approach to regional development that probably helps 
when addressing wicked problems. The willingness to seek consensus, to negotiate and to 
reconcile seems to prevail in Tampere region.  
Among the interviewees the concept and idea of regional development was often 
connected to the regional economic development (perceiving KBUD as rather mostly an 
economic and to a degree social phenomena). Probably, the case was not as if the societal 
or environmental perspectives would not be important, but instead securing the industrial 
and commercial activity (financing the development) was seen as the overriding focus of 
regional development. This appears to be in line with the notion that the business-oriented 
discourse dominates the regional development discourse, also de-politicizing it (Fotel & 
Hanssen, 2009). The interviewed ‘outsiders’ representing social welfare and cultural 
perspectives recognized unfortunately the fairly marginal status of their issues on the 
regional development agenda (as it is seen by most of the actors). The focus of regional 
development could be broadened from economic life and innovation and technology 
policy focus to include more social, cultural and environmental issues, and either 
restructuring or establishment of new institutional arrangements and better management 
of an effective and efficient KBUD orchestration. 
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6 Analysis and discussion 
Regional human assets appear quite strong in Tampere region. Most of the 
interviewees did not take much notice on other knowledge assets elements (e.g., 
structural, relational, social). However, the good domestic image of the region and good 
close relationships within the region were acknowledged, whereas international relations 
were among the improvable issues (relational assets). One interviewee stated, “Tampere 
region was not acting well enough in regard to its potential and opportunities”. This 
appears an apt remark: the recognized multitude of human assets in the region could be in 
more effective and valuable use. At least problems appear among the regional actors 
related to the utilization, refining and renewing of knowledge assets. However, this 
cannot be generalized to the entire region as some successful examples are already 
evident. Altogether, the interviews imply that particularly social and structural 
dimensions of knowledge assets are not as strong as human and – in minor extent – 
relational knowledge assets. We concede that this view may as well be different if the 
group of interviewees would have been different.  
Economic development – related to the innovation and technology development – 
appears to be the prevailing paradigm of Finnish regional development. Maybe there lies 
an assumption that when the direct focus is pointed on economic development, the other 
perspectives would follow. This is much in line with the traditional knowledge-based 
development or growth perspective (see Veugelers, 2011). However, in many parts of the 
world this approach failed as building knowledge city-regions cannot be solely based on 
economic development and if other enabling conditions (i.e., socio-cultural, enviro-urban 
and institutional development) are not provided the failure is inevitable.  
The perspectives of economic, socio-cultural, enviro-urban and institutional 
development are not fully interrelated in the regional development of Tampere region. 
However, this relates to the fact that there is not a person or an institution in charge for 
the entire regional development (in other words lack of KBUD coordination, 
orchestration and leadership). As mentioned earlier, the role of municipalities in local 
development is very strong in Finland. Good news is that some municipalities are trialing 
to combine these aspects (a balanced KBUD) in their local jurisdiction areas. Some 
projects are initiated within different regional development networks that support the 
socio-cultural and enviro-urban development as well. However, these projects are still 
either in small scale or at trial stages, and in terms of institutional development the need 
to improve network management and leadership practices are urgently required because 
of the network-based nature of regional development. 
7 Conclusion  
The research reported in this paper critically evaluates the dynamics, capacity and 
potentials of Tampere region by putting her under the KBUD microscope. The 
methodology of the research included a thorough review of the literature and a qualitative 
analysis undertaken with the participation of the key regional actors, where Tampere 
region provided an interesting test-bed for KBUD analysis. 
In this paper we linked the literature streams of KBUD and regional knowledge assets. 
As expected, the perspective of regional knowledge assets brought more detail in 
explaining the role of different types of knowledge as sources for KBUD. Furthermore, it 
provided an analytical basis for the empirical analysis.  
The literature findings have shown strong evidence of Tampere region’s potential in 
repeating another major transformation (from industrial city-region to a knowledge city-
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region) once again as she did right after the Second World War (and became a versatile 
industrial city-region). However, as Kautonen et al., (2004) adamantly state “[t]he current 
transformation process [...] cannot be reduced to the technical [or economic] dimension 
only; it also involves fundamental organizational innovations to improve the diffusion of 
knowledge, indicated by the new network paradigm” (p.192). The growing KBUD 
literature also compliments and completes this economic and institutional development 
perspective with enviro-urban and socio-cultural development perspectives and most 
importantly their balanced and sustainable implementation. 
The qualitative analysis provided a much clearer view on the current prospects and 
constraints of the KBUD of Tampere region. Among the many important findings 
discussed in this paper, the followings would probably best summarize Tampere region’s 
prospects and constrains form the knowledge perspective.  
Tampere regions major prospects include: (a) rich knowledge assets – e.g., educated 
people, physical environment, business environment, technology-base, etc.; (b) open and 
good relations between key regional actors – e.g., being well connected, speaking the 
same language, etc.; (c) strong domestic knowledge network connectivity and triple and 
quadruple-helix partnerships; (d) being a transparent democracy with open to grassroots 
and community involvement in KBUD policy-making, and; (e) being attractive to Finns 
as a desirable city-region to live and study in.  
Tampere regions major constraints include: (a) lack of regional KBUD orchestration, 
strategic coordination, leadership and a powerful regional authority; (b) rather narrow 
view on KBUD with mostly an economic development focus; (c) bureaucracy and red 
tapes in data/information/knowledge sharing and decision- and policy-making; (d) lack of 
strong international knowledge network connectivity, and; (e) not using her potentials to 
the fullest.  
In the light of our research on KBUD of Tampere region, and with above listed 
prospects and constrains, we draw a conclusion and consider the knowledge city-region 
transformation journey of Tampere region as still in progress. However, contrary to all 
barriers in front of the KBUD orchestration of the region the overall direction of the 
development is deemed to be towards a global knowledge city-region. In other words, the 
emergence of Tampere knowledge city-region has already started.  
Lastly, it should be noted that this research reports the preliminary findings of an 
ongoing research project, thus, the claimed findings should be seen as an interim results 
of a work-in-progress with a large room for improvement.  
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